THE 
—_ \ INSURANGE LAW JOURNAL 


ollided ESTABLISHED 1872 

aveling 

nst the 

te 

ef, had et 

aeauil Advance Digest of Full-Text Decisions 
neil : currently reported in the 

* some 

hen & CCH INSURANCE LAW REPORTING SERVICE 
. - Fire and Casualty @ Negligence @ Life, Health and Accident @ Automobile 
was to 

way so 

id the 

‘intiff’s 

Kelly, No. 100 November 28, 1940 
ited to ‘ ae eu 

ae oe INTERPRETATION OF INSURANCE 

iver of CONTRACT 

Id re- 

'N. v A policy issued by an insurance company provided that 

it would pay to the insured the sum of $200 per day during a 
anti stated period in the event that the insured was prevented by 
given nn bodily injury or disease from fulfilling her engagements as a 
ao te ae classical dancer while on tour in the southern part of the United 
ashing States. It further provided that no payments were to be made 
at the for the first two days of disability. The insured instituted an 
igence. action alleging that she was prevented by bodily injury from 
03,468. : filling such engagements for a period of sixteen days. De- 
etal oe : fendant insurance company filed certain interrogatories intended 
seul : S to elicit from plaintiff information regarding her engagements 
vaetianl during the period in question, which interrogatories plaintiff 
heal Please Route to: ae refused to answer, An order was then entered, with plaintiff’s 
p.)... consent, barring her from introducing any evidence relative to 
such engagements. 

yhen a 
heing Writing of Contract 
| down 

et and It was established that arrangements for the insurance were 
of the made by telephone between plaintiff’s agent and the insurance 
en one agent, Plaintiff claims that nothing was said in regard to the 
n over two day provision above referred to, or with regard to con- 
istance tracts of employment during the time of disability and that 
ge these two provisions should not have been inserted in the 


Light contract. Previous contracts between plaintiff and defendant 
0 had contained similar provisions. In determining the contract 

. between the parties the United States Circuit Court of Appeals 
mais for the Seventh Circuit in Fisher v. Underwriters at Lioyds’ 

; duties London, reported at {[ 501,595, held that the written contract 


owner controlled, the oral discussions between the agents of both 

a parties having become merged in the written agreement. Since 

i oe the contract followed the usual form previously used by the 

ly pur- parties, plaintiff cannot now object to the inclusion of the two 

ship of clauses above mentioned. 

_ Tenn. 

. Coverage of Policy 

ully on 

> leave The court further held that this type of contract is a special 

mobile kind of policy covering a particular period during which the 

> court 7 insured was to make several appearances as a classical dancer. 

as sued The insurance provided was against her inability to make those 

or per- appearances and fulfill her contracts relative thereto, Since 

| Street the order prevented her from introducing any evidence relative 
; to such engagements, judgment was entered in favor of the 

vo insurance company. 

in that 

e prior 

ige the 

o their 

703,449. 


Printed in U. 8S. A, 


Published weekly by Commerce Clearing House, Inc., 214 N. Michigan Ave., Chicago, 
Illinois. Subscription Rates: one year, $10; with full text reports and bound volumes, 
$25 per year for each selective unit, except Automobile which Is $35 per year; single copy 
of weekly number, 25 cents. Entered as second class matter January 25, 1939, at the 
post office at Chicago, Illinois, under the Act of March 3, 1879. Copyright 1940 by 
Commerce Clearing House, Inc. All rights reserved, 





THE INSURANCE LAW JOURNAL 


November 28, 1949 


% UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT 
ACTIONS 


The United States Supreme Court on November 25, 1940, 
denied a motion for leave to file a second petition for 
rehearing in: 


Moon v. Home Life Insurance Co. of New York; Same v. 
Mutual Benefit Health & Accident Assn. [4 Life Cases 
628, 3 Life Cases 501] 


*% NEGLIGENCE * 
(Other than Automobile) 


Escaping Gasoline—Well Contaminated.—Plaintiff leased cer- 
tain property from defendant for the purpose of operating 
a gasoline station thereon. Equipment, including under- 
ground tanks and a pump, was installed on the property 
by defendant. Plaintiff instituted an action to recover dam- 
ages, contending that the tanks and pipes were so negli- 
gently constructed that gasoline escaped and accumulated 
in a well located on his property, rendering the water unfit 
for consumption. The court held that an “exemption from 
liability” clause, contained in the equipment contract, was 
valid and affirmed a judgment for defendant. (Cobb v. Gulf 
Refining Co., Inc., Ky. Ct. of App.).. . 401,761. 


Physician’s Liability—In a suit brought to recover damages 
for injuries resulting when a gauze pack was left in the 
wound after plaintiff had been given a radium treatment 
for cancer, the court reversed a judgment for plaintiff on 
the ground that the trial judge erroneously excluded the 
evidence of three physicians, which tended to show the 
prevailing usage and practice in the profession as to the 
delegation of the duty of removing gauze packs following 
a treatment such as was given in this case, (McCampbell 
et al. v. Johnson, Tenn. Supreme Ct.) . . .f 401,762. 


Warehouseman’s Liability—Where plaintiff, the owner of a 
piano, brought an action to recover damages to the piano 
alleged to have been caused by defendant warehouseman’s 
carelessness and negligence in not properly storing the same, 
the court affirmed a judgment entered for plaintiff. (McDonald 
v. Badie, La. Ct. of App.).. . 401,763. 


Federal Court Jurisdiction—In a suit brought by plaintiff, a 
citizen of California, against defendant department store, 
a New York corporation, and its employee, also a citizen 
of California, to recover damages for injuries sustained 
when plaintiff caught his hand in an escalator, the court 
reversed a judgment entered for defendants. Since defend- 
ant corporation and its employee were sued as joint tort- 
feasors, and since the employee and plaintiff were citizens 
of the same state, the District Court for the Southern Dis- 
trict of California lacked jurisdiction and plaintiff's motion 
to dismiss the action for want of jurisdiction should have 
been granted. (Kataoka et al. v. The May Department Stores 
Co. et al., U. S. C. C. A., 9th C.).. .9 401,764. 


* LIFE x 


Presumption of Death.—The allegation of facts showing that 
laintiff is entitled to a presumption of the death of the 
insured, plus a statement that death occurred approximately 
at the time of the insured’s disappearance and therefore 
prior to the lapse of the policy was held sufficient to state 
a claim. (Jones v. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., U. S. Ct. App., 
D. of C.).. .§ 501,600. 


Policy as Collateral Security for Loan.—The delivery of a 
policy to a person other than the insured, said person having 
advanced the amount of the first premium which the insured 
was unable to make, was held to be as security for the loan 
and benefit payments made to said person after the insured 
became totally and permanently disabled were held sufficient 
to discharge the debt. (Davidson v. Turner, Ga. Supreme 
Ct.). . .9 501,593. 


Change of Beneficiary.—A contract between the insured and 
the named beneficiary which provides that the latter is to 
retain and receive the proceeds of the insurance certificate 
involved is not enforceable where the beneficiary does not 
fully perform her part of said contract and the insured’s 
change of beneficiary is effective. (Freeman v. Atlanta Police 
Relief Assn. et al., Ga. Supreme Ct.).. .9 501,594. 


Agent’s Authority—Statute Construed.—A statute making a 
person, who acts for an insurance company in specified 
respects, an agent of the company does not enlarge the 
authority of a local agent so as to allow him to change a 
policy in material respects and thereby bind the company, 
(Saucier v. Life & Casualty Ins. Co. of Tenn., Miss. Supreme 
Ct.).. .7 501,596. 


Mental Infirmity Resulting in Death.—The act of the insured 
in thrusting her arm through a window and thereby sus- 
taining cuts which became infected and caused death, was 
held to be directly traceable to the mental condition of the 
insured. Therefore, death was not accidental and the insurer 
was not liable under the double indemnity provisions of the 
policy sued upon. (Henry Mandles et al., Exrs. v. The 
Guardian Life Ins. Co. of America; Max Mandles v. Same, 
U. S.C. C. A., 10th C.).. .§ 501,597. 


Disagreement as to Disability Claim.—Letter from Veterans’ 
Bureau denying claim of veteran that he was totally and 
permanently disabled was held to constitute a disagreement 
as to the claim which started the running of the six year 
limitation period for the filing of a suit on such claim. 
sat Oy eee States of America, U. S. C. C. A., 4th C.) 


Loss of Eye.—Judgment in favor of the insured for $1000 for 
the loss of an eye as the result of an accident, reversed. 
Orme & Accident Ins. Co. v. Oaks, Ky. Ct. of App.) 


*% AUTOMOBILE » 


Automatic Insurance.—Defendant insured six tank trucks, its 
policy providing for automatic insurance upon newly ac- 
quired vehicles as of date of delivery and upon vehicles 
replacing those insured, provided notice be given within 
ten days following the date of delivery of such other vehicles. 
Upon construction of the policy, the defendant was held 
liable for the negligent operation of a truck which replaced 
an insured truck, notice thereof having been given within 
ten days of the replacement, but not within ten days of 
actual manual delivery of the truck to the insured. (Thomp- 
son v. State Automobile Mutual Ins. Co., W. Va. Supreme 
Ct. of App.).. . J 703,476. 


Unloading of Truck.—Plaintiff insured the owner of a truck 
against liability arising from the use, including loading and 
unloading, of said vehicle. Said insured’s employee had 
delivered vegetables to a restaurant and was returning to 
the truck for more vegetables when he ran into a pedestrian 
and injured her. The court found, in a declaratory judg- 
ment action, that the accident, if any, was covered by the 
insurance policy because the employee of the named insured 
was engaged in unloading the truck. Litigation arose in 
California. (Maryland Casualty Co. v. Tighe ei al., U. S. 
C. C. A., 9th C.)...9 703,481. 


Insurer’s Liability for Theft of Car.—Defendant insured plain- 
tiff against loss from the theft of his automobile except 
when stolen by a member of his household. Plaintiff's car 
was stolen by his nephew. Although plaintiff often helped 
his nephew, it could not be said as a matter of law that 
said nephew was a member of plaintiff's household and 
judgment was entered upon the jury’s verdict in favor of 
the insured. (Barrett v. Commercial Standard Ins. Co., Tex. 
Ct. of Civ. App.). . .] 703,492. 


Insurer’s Liability —In a suit brought by plaintiff against de- 
fendant insurer to. recover damages arising out of an auto- 
mobile collision, defendant insurer’s contention that it was 
not liable because the cooperation clause of the policy had 


Paragraph ({]) numbers refer to the full opinion texts in the CCH Insurance Law Reporting Service units. 
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WEEKLY ADVANCE DIGEST OF CURRENT INSURANCE DECISIONS 


been violated by the issuance of false statements by the 
insured was held to be without merit, on the ground that 
these statements were solicited and requested by the com- 
pany before a guardian ad litem had been appointed for. the 
insured and before said insured had received advice from 
anyone but the insurance company. (Buchberger et al. v. 
Mosser et al.; McCaskey et al. v. Same, Wis. Supreme Ct.) 
. | 703,498. 


Declaratory Judgments.—A judgment éntered for defendants, 
who were injured as the result of a collision between the 
bus in which they were riding and a truck insured by plain- 
tiff, a foreign insurance company, was affirmed, the court 
holding that it was without jurisdiction to entertain plain- 
tiff’s declaratory judgment suit, brought in South Carolina, 
because of a lack of diversity of citizenship. When the 
parties were aligned in accordance with their respective 
interests, the insured was held to be aligned with plaintiff 
insurer, and the necessary diversity of citizenship was de- 
stroyed, as most. of the defendants were citizens of the 
same state as the insured. (State Farm Mutual Automobile 
Insurance Co. v. Hugee et al., U. S. C. C. A,, 4th C.)... 
q 703,504. 


Headlights Required by Statute—Where the plaintiff did not 
comply with the Ohio statute requiring that the headlights 
on his car throw sufficient light to show an object on the 
roadway for at least two hundred feet, and the plaintiff 
testified that he did not see the unlighted truck with which 
he collided until he was thirty or forty feet away from it, 
the plaintiff was guilty of negligence per se. (Buescher v. 
Ellenberger, Ohio Ct. of App.).. . 703,489. 


Family Purpose Doctrine.—The owner of an automobile per- 
mitted his son to use his car. The son invited two guests 
to accompany him and, while one of the guests was driving, 
an accident occurred in which plaintiff, the other guest, was 
injured. Because allegations of such facts stated a case of 
legal liability against the owner of the car, his son and the 
guest operator of the car, it was held error to sustain a 
demurrer to plaintiff’s declaration. (Eagon v. Woolard et al., 
W. Va. Supreme Ct. of App.).. . 703,475. 


Pedestrian Passing in Front of Parked Truck.—A pedestrian 
who attempted to pass in front of a parked truck and cross 
the highway, was struck by a passing car which was traveling 
in the same direction as the truck. The negligence of the 
pedestrian, whose view of the approaching car had been 
obstructed by the parked truck, was the proximate cause 
of the accident. (Davis v. Irick, Tenn. Ct. of App.)... 
J 703,479. 


Evidence of Driving on Right Side of Road.—In a collision 
between two automobiles approaching from opposite direc- 
tions, there was conflicting testimony as to whether each 
car was being driven.on its proper side of the highway. As 
plaintiff's car ran across the highway after the collision, it 
made a mark from the place of the accident to the place 
where it ran off the highway. This mark began on plain- 
tiff’s right side of the road, The conflicting evidence made 
the question one for determination by the jury. (Osborne 
v. Raulston et al., Tenn. Ct. of App.).. .] 703,477. 


Sudden Emergency.—A defendant who collided with an ap- 
proaching car which was being zigzagged across the highway 
by a drunken driver, was not negligent in continuing to 
drive at the extreme right of his side of the highway, where 
such course might have been chosen by a person of ordinary 
care and prudence, even though it might have been more 
judicious for him to stop the car or to drive upon the 
shoulder of the highway. (Fergason v. Crawford, Tenn. Ct. 
of App.).. .§ 703,478. 


Railroad Crossing Collision.—Plaintiff was injured when the 
automobile in which she was riding was involved in a 
railroad crossing collision. The company, responsible for 
the operation of the train, was not held liable for her 
injuries, the court holding that the negligence of the driver 


of the car in failing to guard, in any way, against the 
approach of the train after passing a tree which had ob- 
structed his view of the track was the sole and proximate 
cause of plaintiff’s injuries: (Anderson v. Southern Pacific 
Co., Ore. Supreme Ct.). . .] 703,480. 


Car Struck by Tender of Backing Train.—Plaintif?’s car was 


damaged when her son turned it to the left at a street 
intersection and it was struck by ‘the extended tender of a 
backing engine. The appeal court was of the opinion that 
the negligence of the automobile driver was, as a matter 
of law, the proximate cause of the damage to the car and 
refused to uphold the jury’s verdict in favor of the plaintiff. 
(Southern Ry. Co. v. Maddox, Ga. Ct. of App.). ...[ 703,482. 


Warning Si at Railroad Crossing—The presence of a 


street light near a railroad crossing, obscuring the vision 
of the driver of an automobile approaching such crossing, 
did not create such unusual and hazardous condition as to 
make inapplicable the Oklahoma law that the presence of 
a railroad train on a crossing is sufficient notice of such 
obstruction to the driver of a vehicle on the highway, and 
no other notice or warning need be provided. (Holt v. 
Thompson, U. S. C.'C. A., 10th’ C.).. . 703,490. 


Carrier’s Liability—Where plaintiff sustained injuries as she 


was about to leave defendant’s. bus when a passenger put 
his foot out and she fell against it, the court denied, a 
recovery on the ground that there was a complete failure 
to show. that, the driver of the bus should have observed 
the movements of this passenger, who was sprawled on 
the seat next to plaintiff, foreseen danger to plaintiff, and 
taken steps for her protection, (Bullis v. Northland Grey- 
hound ‘Lines, Ine., Wis. Supreme Ct.). - .] 703,494. 


Bus Passenger Injured—In a suit brought by plaintiff to 


recover damages for injuries sustainéd as she was alighting 
from one of defendant’s busses, the jury found that there 
was a defect in the steps of the bus due to a formation of 
ice thereon, that such defect was a proximate cause of the 
injury, that defendant, in the exercise of ordinary care, 
ought to have known of such defective condition in time 
to have prevented the injury, and that defendant was guilty 
of a want of ordinary care in failing to remove such ice. 
The court held that these findings were sustained by the 
evidence and affirmed a judgment for plaintiff. (Rieschi v. 
Wisconsin Michigan Power Co., Wis. Supreme Ct.). 

1 703,496. 


Skidding on Curve.—As plaintiff rounded a curve, his automo- 


bile skidded across the road coming to rest on the left side 
of the road with only the right wheels on the pavement. 
It was struck by defendants’ approaching car at a time 
when the driver defendant could have avoided the collision 
by passing around plaintiff's car. The jury resolved the 
conflicting evidence in favor of plaintiff and the judgment 
entered on its verdict was affirmed on appeal. (Elkins et al. 
v. McCluen, Jr., Tenn. Supreme Ct.).. . 703,506. 


Road Commissioners’ Liability —Plaintiff charged that a driver, 


known to be: negligent, was employed and kept in the 
employ of the county. Although the county could not be 
held liable for such negligence, the road commissioners who 
knowingly employed and retained in the county’s service 
such a truck driver could be held. personally responsible 
and, as to them, it was error to dismiss plaintiff's suit. 
(Willis v. Unicot County et al., Tenn, Supreme Ct.)... 
{| 703,508. 


Willful and Wanton Misconduct.—Plaintiff was injured when 


the car in which he was riding crashed into a concrete wall 
near an intersection. The accident happened on a clear day, 
a sign indicated the approach to the intersection and the 
driver had been warned that he was driving too fast. Whether 
the driver was guilty of willful or wanton misconduct should 
have been left to the determination of the jury and it was 
error to direct a verdict in favor of defendant. (Storck v. 
Northwestern National Casualty Co., U. S. C. C. A., 7th C.) 
.§ 703,491. 


Paragraph. (§) numbers refer to the full-opinion texts in the CCH Insurance Law Reporting Service units. 
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AUTOMOBILE—Continued 


Statute of Limitations—In her original petition, plaintiff 


charged the owner of the automobile in which she was 
riding at the time of her injury with negligence. She was 
found to have been a guest and was denied recovery. More 
than two years after the accrual of the cause of action, she 
amended her petition to include a charge ‘of recklessn :ss 
under the guest statute. The court, finding that a new. nd 
independent cause of action had been alleged, held that .ne 
claim was barred by the statute of limitations. (McCornack 
v. Pickerell, lowa Supreme Ct.).. .¥ 703, 


Head-On Collision.—As plaintiff’s car entered and defencant’s 


truck emerged from a curve of a much-traveled highway, 
the two vehicles collided head-on. Upon an advers jury 
verdict, supported by substantial evidence, plaintif was 
denied recovery for personal injuries sustained in th- acci- 
-—, oa v. Brown Express, Inc., Tex. Ct. of Civ App.) 


Intersection Collision.—Plaintiff was injured when the omo- 


bile in which she was riding was struck on the r° ¢ rear 
fender at an intersection. Upon such facts as appe. ', the 
case was one for the determination of the jury, « the 
jury’s verdict in favor of the plaintiff was upheld or _ eal. 
(Gillispie v. Gentosi, Iowa Supreme Ct.)...§ 703,48 


Bicycle Struck at Intersection——Upon proper instructions, the 


jury awarded plaintiff compensation for personal injuries 
sustained when his bicycle was struck by an automobile 
which turned left at the intersection he was crossing. 
(Grissell v. Johnson et ux., Iowa Supreme Ct.).. .{ 703,488. 


Left Turn at Intersection.—As plaintiff was turning left at an 


intersection, defendant drove his co-defendant’s car around 
an approaching vehicle and into plaintiff's car. The jury’s 
verdict in favor of the plaintiff was upheld. The statute 
regulating left turns at intersections was construed as not 
requiring a motorist to drive past the center of the inter- 
section. There was no error in the admission of evidence 
or the court’s instructions. (Pierce v. Dencker et al., Iowa 
Supreme Court.)... 703,501. 


Left Turns.—Where defendants conceded that plaintiff gave 


the proper statutory signal before making a left turn, but 
contended that he failed to ascertain first whether the move- 
ment could be made in safety, the court affirmed a judgment 
for plaintiff, holding that plaintiff's actions were not so 
clearly negligent as to require a directed verdict on the 
issue of contributory negligence. Suit was brought in Vir- 
ee et al. v. Pearce, U. S.C. C. A, 4th C.).. 


Rear-End Collision.—Plaintiff was injured when the automo- 


bile in which she was riding was struck from the rear by 
a car driven by defendant’s employee. Although the jury 
found her contributorily negligent, there was no evidence 
that would impose upon her a duty to look for a car 
approaching from the rear and she was granted recovery 
for her injuries. (LeSage et al. v. Smith et al., Tex. Ct. of 
Civ. App.) . . .f 703,493. 


Truck Disabled.—Shortly after entering a dust storm area, a 


truck became disabled and plaintiffs’ automobile crashed 
into the rear. In view of the jury’s special findings that the 
truck driver had been negligent in failing to give proper 
warning signals but that the driver plaintiff saw the disabled 
truck from a distance of 100 feet, it was error not to sustain 
defendant’s motion for a judgment notwithstanding the 
gene verdict in favor of plaintiffs. (Rudolph Jilka v. The 

ational Mutual Casualty Co. of Tulsa; Josephine Jilka v. 
Same, Kan. Supreme Ct.).. .] 703,484. 


fully passing an approaching tractor, struck the rear of an 


attached trailer which had swung across the center line 
due to defective rear wheel assembly, (McCarthy et al, v, ~ 


Mandery et al., lowa Supreme Ct.).. . {| 703,486. 
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Defective Assembly of Vehicle.—Upon proper instructions, the | 
jury awarded an administratrix compensation for the death 
of her intestate who was killed when his car, after succegs- 


er 


% 


& 
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Sudden Stopping of Forward Car.—As plaintiff drove his auto. — 


mobile to the left side of the highway and stopped — 1 


side of an automobile parked on the ae side of the r 
his car was struck from the rear by de 


mentalities under the controi of defendant, the doctrine of 
res ipsa loquitur had no application. (Schroeder v. Kindschuh 
et al., Iowa Supreme Ct.).. .[ 703,499. 


Stay of Proceedings in State Court—Two motor vehicles, ~ 
owned respectively by plaintiff and defendant, collided. ~ 
Plaintiff brought suit in a federal court and thereafter de- © 
fendant instituted suit in a state court. The federal court © 
refused to stay the proceedings in the state court, as re- © 
quested by plaintiff. (Red Top Trucking Corp. v. Seaboard 
Freight cane Inc. et al., U. S. Dist. Ct. S. D. of N. Y,) 


Construction of Summons.—Plaintiff’s intestate was killed by 
reason of a defective automobile rented from Mathews Co. ~ 


endant’s automobile, 

Diverting circumstances exonerated defendants from the © 
strict requirements of the assured clear distance ahead © 
rule. Since the accident was not solely the result of instru. 


The summons commanded the sheriff “to summon Hertz © 


Drivurself System, a corporation, operated by Mathews Co. 
R. Ben Sanders, Mgr., . . .” Mathews Co. was a lessee of 
the Hertz System and operated under the name of its lessee. 
Sanders was an officer of Mathews Co. and was in no way 
connected with the lessor. The appeal court held that 
Mathews Co. had been sued and the trial court’s holding 
that the lessor had been sued and the action against Mathews 
Co. was barred by the statute of limitations was reversed. 
(Stansell, Admr. v. Hertz Drivurself System et al., Tenn. 
Supreme Ct.). . .f 703,507. 


Bailor-Bailee Relationship.—In a suit brought by plaintiff, 
bailor, against defendant Wharton, the bailee of certain 
household goods, the bailee alleged that the goods had 
been destroyed through the negligence of a third party, 
defendant Rose, when the truck carrying the bailed f 
collided with a truck owned by Rose. The court affirmed 
a judgment entered on the verdict of the jury, acquitting 
Wharton, the bailee, of the negligence charged against him, 
and convicting Rose of meqny ate proximately causing the 
damages suffered by plaintiff. (Rose v. Baker et al., Tex. 
Ct. of Civ. App.) . . . [ 703,505. 


Bailed Vehicles.—Because defendant failed to show by his evi- 
dence that the damage caused to plaintiff’s bailed truck by 
ignition of gasoline occurred through some cause con- 
sistent with due care on his part, it was held error to direct 
a verdict in his favor. (Walter v. Sanders Motor Co., Iowa 
Supreme Ct.). . .] 703,487. 


Setting Aside of Verdicts.—After the expiration of sixty days 
from the rendition of a verdict, no order extending the time 
for cause having been entered, the court is without power 
to enter an order setting aside the verdict of the jury and 
granting a new trial. (Volland v. McGee et al., Wis. Supreme 
Ct.) . . .§ 703,497. 
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